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REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco. GA 94105

March 29,  1 ,996

Mr. David Song
Department of the Navy
Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty ,  West ,
900 Commodore Dr ive,  Code 18242
S a n  B r u n o ,  C A  9 4 0 6 6 - 5 0 0 6

RE: Draft Updated Communitv Relation Plan for Hunters Point
Annex,  San Francisco,  Cal i forn ia

Dear  Mr.  Song:

EPA has reviewed the above referenced document prepared by PRC
Environmental Management, Inc. and has provided commenLs under
genera l ,  speci f ic  and g lossary headings.  The comments present .ed
here involve fair ly extensive revision to the document, and EPA
ant, icipat.es that the draft f inal version of this Community
Re la t i ons  P lan  w i l l  i nco rpo ra te  these  rev i s ions .

Genera1 Coflmlents:

(1) The overal l  size of t .he document is somewhat overwhelming
for any casual reader. Much of the non-text information
making up the bulk of the document is superf luous and could
be judiciously removed. Leaving a few examples of recent
newslett.ers developed by the Navy, and entirely removing the
newspaper  ar t ic les,  would great ly  reduce the t .h ickness of
t.his plan and make it  more manageable.

(2) The document would benefit  from undergoing thorough
technica l  and non- technica l  ed i t ing.  I t  is  essent ia l  that
community plans be presented to community readers, who may
be unfami l iar  wi th  the subject  maLter ,  in  an understandable
and technically sound manner. Neither of these two
object ives have been consis t .ent ly  met  wi th in  the text  o f
th is  documenL.

(3) We strongly reconmend defining and explaining terms and
acron)rms wherever they f irst appear in the t.ext, in addit. ion
to  i nc lud ing  a  g lossa ry  sec t i on .
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( 4 ) The  ob jec t i ve  o f  Tab1e  3  (as  s ta ted  i n  Sec t i on  4 .3 )  i s  t o
ident i fy  the per t inent  issues associated wi th  each s i te
wi th in  each parcel .  The Table presents some usefu l
information, but. i t  is inappropriat.e t,o have the section
" f ina l  recommendat ion"  for  any parcel  wi th  the except ion of
Parcel A. All  ot.her parcels are eit,her undergoing work for
the RI /FS process or  are scheduled to  go through the process
over  the next  few years.  Unt i l  the feas ib i l i ty  s tud ies have
been performed it  is premat,ure to decide what constitutes a
" f ina l  recommendat ion" .  P lease remove these sect , ions f rom
al l  parcels  except .  Parcel  A.  See speci f ic  comment  on Parcel
A  be low .

Many very good general suggestions and plans are presented
in Sect ion 8.4 to  reach out  to  the communi ty  and establ ish a
means of communication. However, to ensure that these
suggestions and plans geL implemented, i t .  is important that
speci f ics  such as schedules,  locaLions,  and designated Nr . ry
personhel  responsib le for  the act iv i t ies,  be presented here
L o o .

Specific Comnents:

1. Section 1.0, third paragraptr: Suggest replacing the f irst.
sentence wi th  "This  communi ty  re la t ions p lan replaces the
1989 plan and is prepared in accordance with the IR program
requirement,s and complies with CERCLA. "

2.  Sect ion 1.0,  J-ast  paragraptr :  Suggest  rep lac ing 'EPA
functions as the lead regulatory agency" with 'EPA provides
regulatory oversight at, HPA" so that there are not a
confus ing number of  lead agencies to  d is t . inguish.

3. Sectsion 1.0, page 2, f irst paragraph: Remove the sentence
"The communi ty  re la t ions act iv i t ies at .  HPA meet  the federa l
legal  requi rements" .  The prev ious sentence a l ready s tates
that the community relations work at. HPA is completed under
applicable federal law.

4 . Page 4: EPA is under t.he impression that City of San
Francisco has opened a new l ibrary recent . ly .  P lease check
whether this new l ibrary would be a convenient place Lo use
as an information repository for t,his plan and other HPA
documents.

5.  Sect ion 3.2,  p ,age 7,  Iast  paragraph:  A s i te  can be p laced
on the National Priori t ies List.,  and this is the equival.enr
of  be ing designated a Super fund s i te .  However ,  federa l
funds are set aside for cleanup of Superfund sites where the
Potent ia l ly  Responsib le Par t ies (PRPs) have not  been found
and where there is an imminent and substantial endangerment
t .o  human heal th .  Anv federa l  fac i l i tv  l is ted on the NPL is
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responsib le for  the cost  o f  c leanup of  the s i te  and must  pay
for i t  out of i ts own appropriated budget. The Navy,
therefore,  is  ent i re ly  responsib le for  the cost  o f  c leanup
of HPA, and Superfund funds cannot be accessed for this
pu rpose .

Section 3.2, page g, laEt paragraph: The Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Regis t ry  is  s tat .ed here to  have
designated HPA as a t '8"  s i te ,  yet  the reference c i ted for
th is  fact  is  a  PRC/Harding Lawson document .  Why not  c i te
the act,ual ATSDR document, which depicts a more unbiased
posi t ion than a Navy contractor 's  document?

Section 4.L, page LO, second and tfuird paragraptr: Provide a
de f i n i t i on  o f  " s i t e  assessmen t "  and  g i ve  a  c lea re r
descr ip t ion of  the connect ion beLween "s i te  assessmer l t " ,
" s i t e  i nspec t i on "  and  " i ns ta l l a t i on  resLo raL ion  s i t es " .

Seccion 4.7- ,  pagie X0,  last  sentence:  I t  is  s tated that .
conLaminat ion was found at  28 UST s i tes,  but  that  on ly  25
w i l l  be  c leaned  up .  P rov ide  an  exp lana t i on  ( i . e .
contaminat , ion present  at  the three s i tes does not  const i tu te
any threat t.o public health or the environment) for no
further action on t.he remaining three, so that the
impress ion t .hat .  poss ib ly  h igh Jevels  of  contaminat ion are
be ing  l e f t  i n  p lace  i s  d i spe l l ed .

Section 4.!,  page 11' second, paragraph: At Hunters Point
Annex the feas ib i l i ty  s t .ud ies are fo l lowing the remedia l
invest igat ions,  and not  be ing per formed concurrent ly  as
s ta ted .

10 .  Sec t i on  4 .2 .L2  The  p roposed  p lan  needs  to  be  pu t  i n  bo ld
here, and a clause ad.ded stating that the proposed plan
describes al l  alternatives and explains why the Navy
reconmends par t icu lar  a l ternat ives over  others.

LL .  Sec t , i on  4 .2 .L2  P lease  change  " reco rd  o f  rec i s ion "  Lo
" reco rd  o f  dec i s ion "  !  A l so ,  Lhe  desc r ip t i on  i n  t h i s  secL ion
of  the ROD for  Parcel  A is  very mis leading.  This  ROD does
not  document  the se lect ion for  c leanup of  so i l  and
qroundwater, but inst.ead documents support for a decision of
"no fur ther  act ion" .  Why would c leanup be needed when i t
has been concluded that no contaminants exist that may cause
harm to people or the environment?

L 2 .  S e c t i o n  4 . 2 . 7 - z  P l e a s e  c h a n g e  " . . .  ( R Q W C B )  a g r e e  w i t h  t h e
c o n c l u s i o n  . . .  "  t o  " . . .  ( R Q W C B )  c o n c u r  w i t h  t h e
conclus ion.  .  .  "

13 .  Sec t i on  4 .2 .62  A  desc r ip t i on  o f  suspec ted  o r  known
contaminants has been provided for Parcels A-E. Parcel F
should l ikewise conta in such a descr ip l ion to  be consis tent
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the other  parcels ,  and i f  no data is  yet  avai lab le,

that. fact should be stat.ed. Omitt. ing a descript ion of any
contamination otherwise simply appears an oversight.

L4.  Table 2,  page L7z HPA was p laced on the NPL in  1989,  noL
L992.  Also,  de lete t ,he reference to  the " inval id  MOU" wi th
the Ci ty  of  San Francisco.  I t .  is  not  a  t lpe of  operat ion
and is  i r re levant  for  the purpose of  th is  tab le.

15 .  eage  18 :  The  map  fo r  Pa rce l  A  i s  m iss ing .

t6 .  TabJ.e 3,  B,age 222 Tn the Table under  Parcel  A,  S i te  IR-59,
" f j -na l  recommendat ion"  sect ion s tates "FurLher  invest igat ion
through remedial investigation. " The ROD for Parcel A
concludes no fur t ,her  act ion and th is  encompasses IR-59.
Please remove this recommendation and replace with "no
fu r the r  ac t i on :  t o  be  re leased  to  the  C i t y " .

I7 .  Tab] .e  3,  page 25:  Parcel  C,  IR-28,  under  the headings
"suspected mater ia l  used and/or  d isposed of  a t  s i te"  and
" f  ind ings" ,  s tates "see prev ious page".  What .  exact . ly  on the
prev ious page is  the reader  supposed to see? Please
c la r i f y .

1 8 . Sect ion 5.1:  The t i t le  o f  th is  sect ion "Human Populat ion
Studies"  sounds c l in ica l  and removed.  Since th is  p lan is
going to be read by the people who are described in this
sect ion,  a  t i t le  such as "Bayview-Hunt ,ers  Point  Communi ty
Demographics" sounds more personal and more palatable.
L ikewise,  reword the f i rs t  sentence in  th is  sect ion to  read
"The communi ty  surrounding HPA.. .  "

Sect ion 5.1:  P lease remove the phrase " largest /smal lest
minority" when giving the breakdown of the community. The
percentages are suf f ic ient . ly  se l f -explanatory.

Sect ion 5.22 The presentat . ion of  the unemployment  rate of
the Bayview-Hunters Point community versus the census tract
that makes up HPA is worded in such a way that i t  is
mis leading and potent ia l ly  insul t ing to  t .he communi ty .  I t
is well  known that one of the most. pressing concerns for the
community is that jobs be made available for them at HPA.
Thus, pointing out that. the community has a high
unemployment rat.e (a fact. of which they are only t.oo well
aware) and that HPA has no unemployment serves no beneficial
prurpose.  P lease reword th is  paragraph to be less
inflammatory and more sensit. ive to the concerns of the
community.

Sect ion 5.3.1,  f i rs t ,  paragraph:  P lease check to  make sure
t.hat HPA's RAB representatives serve for a two-year term.
Not al l  RAB by-laws carry t.he two-year l imit, although HpA
may.
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sect ion 7.0:  The referenced sect ions under  Lhis  sect ion
need  t . o  be  changed  f rom u6u  to  t t 7 t t .

Sect ion 7. ! .2 ,  last  sentence:  P lease reword th is  sentence
to c lar i fy .  How can an in terv iew inc lude fo l low-up
suggestions? Perhaps what is meant is that. the interviewees
were asked for suggestions which the Navy could later fol low
up?

Section 7.2, page 4L, f irst Baragraph: "Individual-
community members" are referenced here. No mention of these
indiv iduals  is  ev ident  in  the preceding sect ion (sect ion
' 7 . L . 2 )  

,  e x c e p t  f o r  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  " a  c r o s s - s e c t i o n  o f
ind iv iduals  was in terv iewed".  P lease g ive an
explanation of how these individuals were found and how it
was determined that  they const . i tu ted cross-sect ions of  the
communi ty .  Those l is t .ed appear  to  be only  publ ic  o f f ic ia ls ,
boss iness representat ives,  educaLors,  or  those af f i l ia ted
with an organization. Are there any individual home owners
or any individuals who are not members of an organizat.ion?

Secgion 7.2, f irEt Xraragraph: Shoreview has also recently
received an environment.al just.ice grant from EPA and should
be includ.ed in the l ist ing of community-based environmental
organLzations.

2 4 .

2 5 .

2 6 .  S e c t i o n  7 . 4 . 1  a n d  S e c t i o n  7 . 4 . 2 2  I t  i s  s t a t e d  i n  t h i s
section that individuals are very concerned about potential
lead contamination and about the quali ty of the community
dr ink ing water .  In  the in terests  of  fur ther ing communi ty
re lat ions,  i t  would be appropr ia te to  descr ibe in  th is  p lan
a st rategy for  d is t r ibut ing in format ion in  the form of
already developed brochures on the subject of minimizing
lead exposure and the associated heal th  r isks.  I t  would
also be very usefu l  to  s t ress not  on ly  in  the document ,  buL
in newsletters and at meetings, that the community receives
dr ink ing water  f rom Ci ty  of  San Francisco which is  suppl ied
by Hetch-Hetchy Reservoir. No drinking water is supplied to
the community from groundwater at Hunters Point Annex. This
simple explanation could go a long way to al leviating the
concerns repeatedly expressed by community members -

27 .  sects ion 7.4.4t  These concerns appear  to  be more
appropr ia te ly  labeled "a i r  po l lu t ion concerns"  rather  than
genera l  heal t ,h  concerns.

28 .  Sec t i on  8 .0 ,  page  44 :  Sec t i on  8 .3  does  no t  exp la in  the  RAB.

29.  Secgion 8,1:  Delete the last  par t  o f  the th i rd  sentence so
that  i t  reads:  "These communi ty  re la t . ions act iv i t ies are
consis tent  wi th  EPA guidel ines.  "
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3 0 Sec t ion  8 .L .22  De le te  "Beg inn ing  o f  an "  under  t . he  bu l l e t
"Beginning of  an emergency response act ion"

31 .  Sec t i on  8 .L .22  C la r i f y  t he  s ta temen t  "The  pub l i c  has  30
days in which to make comments". On what and how? Also,
p lease c lar i fy  the sentence "Where appropr ia te and feas ib le ,
the Navy wi l l  consider  a lso post ing the not . ices in  the
locat ions of  the proposed removal  or  remedia l  act ions" .
Where are these locat ions? On the so i l?  Outs ide the
nearest  bu i ld ing?

32 .  Sec t i on  8 .1 .4 :  De le te  the  f i r s t  senLence  i n  th i s  sec t i on
which sounds condescending and serves no purpose. St.art
wi th  the second sent ,ence which is  a  pos i t ive,  proact , ive
opener  for  the sect ion.

33 .  sec t i on  8 .1 .4 :  P lease  make  su re  tha t  i nd i v idua ls  who
request  to  be added to the Navy 's  mai l ing l is t  are s t i l l
protected from having their names and addresses made public.

34.  sect ion 8.1.5,  f i rEt  sentence:  Reword to  read uAn
administrative record contains the documenLs that the Navy
used to dec ide which c leanup remedy should be se lected.  "

35.  Sect ion 8.22 Since the RAB is  proposed as the pr imary means
of  suppor t ing the Navy 's  overa l l  out reach ef for t ,  th is
sect ion needs to  be expanded and e laborated on.  Sect . ion 7.3
does  no t  desc r ibe  the  RAB.  Sec t i on  6 .3  does  g i ves  de ta i l s
concerning the establishment of the RAB and the
responsib i l i t ies of  RAB members,  but  does not  g ive expl ic i t
plans for how the RAB wil l  communicate and assume outreach
responsib i l i t ies for  the communi ty .

36.  Sect ion 8.4.L,  page 51,  f i rs t  paragi raph:  Many members are
reported to have expressed interest in addit ional open
houses and sit.e tours of HPA. This CRP provides an ideal
opportunity to commit to such events and to develop some
schedules so that the Navy's commitment, to community
concerns is  readi ly  apparent .

31.  sect ion 9.0,  second.  sentence:  Replace sentence wi th  "Dur ing
these activit ies, the Navy evaluates the community relat. ions
activit . ies in terms of community concerns and technical
m i l e s t o n e s " .

38 .  Sec t i on  9 .0 ,  f i f t , h  sen tence :  Rep lace  "c i t i zens "  w i th  the
more qenera l  term "res idents"  and inser t .  " in terested
par t i es "  a f te r  t he  word  "oLher " .

39.  Page A-1,  f i rs t  sentence:  The reference to  the g lossary is
unnecessary; .add the words "c1ean up"  before hazardous wasLe
s i t e s .
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40. Page A-2, ].ast ful l  paragraphs The document,s are available
for the general public for review and commenL and are not.
exclusively prepared for the regulatory agencies and t,he
RAB.

Page A-3: Reword the text on this page to take into account
that commenLs received are evaluat.ed and responded to and
that subsequently the ROD is signed. Delete the sentence
"The ROD is fol lowed by design of cleanup and by conducting
the f ina l  c leanup".  In  the fo l lowing senLence the "c leanup
plan design"  is  again referenced,  which is  not .  accepted
CERCLA terminology.  P lease correct ly  use " remedia l  des ign '
and  " remed ia l  ac t i on " .

Page B-1:  S ince t .hese ent , i t , ies are publ ic  and regulatory
agencies,  i t  would be appropr ia te and helpfu l  to  g ive
addresses and the name of a conLact with each agency.

Page D-4: This page should be removed, as i t  gives no
informat ion that  couldn ' t  eas i lv  be inser ted in to the text .

44 .  Page  H-1 :  Mar ie  F rank l i n ' s  sugges t i on  o f  E .P .  M i l l s
Community Center should be added as a third locat, ion for
pub l i c  mee t ings .

Glossary:

PLease replace the g]-ossary definitions with those ].isted, be].ow
which are based on the definitions in ttre Hlrnterg Point BRAC
Cleanup Plan (exceBt for groundwater for wtrictr an a].ternative
definition is sugrgest,ed) :

Cleanup:  Act . ions taken to  deal  wi th  a re lease or  threat .ened
release of hazardous subst,ances that could affect public health
or the environmenr.

Hazard Rankinq System: A scoring syst.em used by EPA t.o evaluate
r isks to  publ ic  heal th  and the envi ronmenL associated wi th
abandoned or  uncontro l led hazardous waste s i t .es.  The score is
ca lcu lated based on the potent ia l  o f  hazardous substances
spreading f rom the s i te  through the a i r ,  sur face water ,  or
groundwater and on other fact.ors such as nearby population.

In format ion Reposi torv :  A publ ic  p1ace,  for  example the Anna E.
Waden L ibrary,  where in format ion,  such as f i les,  technica l
reports and other HPA cleanup documents, is kept available for
the publ ic  to  read.

Groundwater: Underground water that. f i l ls the spaces between
sand,  so i l  and gravel  par t . ic les,  or  openings in  rocks to  the
point  o f  saturat , ion.

4 2 .
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Nat iona l  P r io r i t i es  L i s t :  EPA 's  l i s t  o f  t he  mos t  se r i ous
uncontro l led or  abandoned hazardous waste s i tes ident i f ied for
poss ib le  long- t .erm remedia l  response.  The l is t  is  based
primari ly on the score a site receives on the hazard ranking
system (see def in i t ion) .  Hunters Point  was p laced on the NPL in
1 9 8 9 .

Record of  Decis ion:  A publ ic  document  that  expla ins which
c leanup  me thod  w i l l  be  used  a t  a  Na t iona l  P r io r i t i es  L i s t  s i t e .
The ROD is based on information and technical analysis t,hat
results from the remedial invest. igation and feasibi l i ty st.udy and
takes into consideration public comments and concerns.

Si te  fnspect ion:  The step that  fo l lows the pre l iminary
assessment  where fur ther  act ion is  reconrmended for  a  s i te .  S i te
invest igat ions inc lude t .he co l lect ion of  samples to  help
determine t.he extent of a problem.

Superfund: The program operated under the legislat, ive authority
of CERCLA t.hat funds and carries out the EPA solid waste
emergency and long- term removal  remedia l  act iv i t ies ( remedies) .
These act , iv i t ies inc lude establ ish ing the Nat ional  Pr ior i t ies
L i s t .  (NPL) ,  i nvesL iga t i ng  s i t es  fo r  i nc lus ion  on  the  1 i s t . ,
det .ermin ing the i r  pr ior i ty  level  on the l is t ,  and conduct inq or
supervising the cleanup and other remedial actions. Note: the
definition currently supplied in the CRP glossary is incorect
and particularly misleading for a federal facilitieE NPL sit,e
wtrere the funding for eleanup cannot come from the Superfund
program.

I f  you have any quest ions or  co i l rments,  p lease ca l l  me at  (415)
744-2389 or  ca l l  Dorothy Wi lson,  EPA's Communi ty  Relat ions
S p e c i a l i s t ,  a t  ( 4 1 5 )  1 4 4 - 2 L 7 9 .

Sincere ly ,

f,"*-%a'42fu
Anna-Marie Cook
Remedial ProjecL Manaqer

cc :  Doro thy  Wi l son ,  EPA
Cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Richard Powe11, EFAWEST
Mike McClel land, EFAWEST
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